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CHAPTER 1. GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
 A considerable body of theoretical and empirical literature focuses on examining 
precursors and consequences of different pathways towards family formation. This collection 
of work specifically looks at transactions between dimensions of socioeconomic status, 
family processes, and family formation patterns. The data used for this analysis will consist 
of two longitudinal studies using two different birth cohort samples that also vary in 
geographical and ethnic compositions. Two theories on precursors of family formation 
patterns were examined.   
Thesis Organization 
 The organization of this thesis follows the alternative thesis format. It includes two 
manuscripts to be submitted for publication. The following chapter, “Cohabiting Couples, 
Marriage, and Parenthood: Testing the Financial Expectation and Family Formation Theory,” 
is an empirical manuscript prepared for submission to Journal of Marriage and Family. This 
study was guided by the principles of the Financial Expectation and Family Formation 
theory, which suggests that low-income couples delay marriage, but not parenthood, because 
of the financial and relationship stability they believe is necessary to establish prior to 
marriage (Gibson-Davis, 2009). In contrast, parenthood is not dependent on financial 
prerequisites (Gibson-Davis, 2009; Gibson-Davis et al, 2005). 
The aim of the first study was to test the Financial Expectation and Family Formation 
theory by examining how income and changes in income in first cohabiting couples is related 
to changes in the romantic relationship, such as getting married or breaking up, and also 
related to transitioning towards parenthood. It was hypothesized that increases in income, 
2 
particularly male income, will be positively related to transitioning to marriage relative to 
staying in a cohabiting union. Alternatively, it was hypothesized that income and increases in 
income would have no relationship to the transition to parenthood in first cohabiting unions.  
 The second study, Chapter 3, “The Effects of SES, Parenting, and Personality on Age 
at First Partnership,” is an empirical manuscript prepared for submission to Journal of 
Family Psychology. This study was guided by the interactionist model to suggest a 
concurring interaction among the family of origin’s socioeconomic status, family processes, 
and developmental outcomes across generations (Conger, Conger, Martin, 2010; Conger & 
Donnellan, 2007). The interactionist model is a combination of the social causation and 
social selection perspectives. 
The aim of this study was to examine continuities in socioeconomic status across two 
generations (G1, G2) as mediated through family of origin (G1) parenting, G2 personality, 
and G2 age of first partnership. According to the social causation perspective, it was 
hypothesized that family of origin (G1) SES would influence G1 parenting, G2 personality, 
G2 age at first partnership,  and continuity of SES in the second generation (G2). According 
to the social selection perspective, it was hypothesized that G2 personality would influence 
G2 age at first partnership and later SES (Conger & Donnellan, 2007; Trentacosta et al, 
2010).   
Finally, Chapter 4 is a general discussion of both studies. The key results from each 
study will be summarized. Recommendations for future research will be discussed.  
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CHAPTER 2. COHABITING COUPLES, MARRIAGE, AND PARENTHOOD: 
TESTING THE FINANCIAL EXPECTATION AND FAMILY FORMATION 
THEORY 
 
A paper to be submitted to The Journal of Marriage and Family 
 
Jennifer M. Senia and Clinton G. Gudmunson 
 
Abstract 
 
 Using data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (N = 1938), a birth 
cohort study, this work examined how income and changes in income are associated with life 
course transitions regarding relationship status, such as marriage or breaking up, and 
transitioning to parenthood in first cohabiting unions. Results were consistent with the 
Financial Expectation and Family Formation theory given that income and changes in 
income were associated with greater odds of marriage, but not related to parenthood.    
Introduction 
  There is considerable interest among family demographers and other social science 
researchers on examining precursors and consequences of different pathways towards family 
formation.  This is a complex task given that the family life course transition towards 
marriage and parenthood has become less homogenous as a variety of pathways to family 
formation have unfolded over the past few decades (Cherlin, 2010). Marriage is no longer a 
universal norm as a setting for childbearing as the timing and transition of parenthood has 
become more common outside the context of marriage (Cherlin, 2010; Bumpass & Lu, 
2000). For example, 40.1 % of all births in 2010 occurred outside of marriage (Hamilton, 
Martin, Ventura, 2011), compared with just 4% during the 1950s (Cherlin, 2010). These 
increases have been driven largely by the expansion of cohabitation in the United States and 
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it is estimated that more than half of children born outside of marriage are born to partnered 
unmarried women within the context of cohabitation (Wildsmith, Steward-Streng, & 
Manlove, 2011; Cherlin, 2010). 
The separation of marriage and parenthood is an important social issue that continues 
to receive attention from family policy initiatives given two important distinctions in 
cohabiting families. First, children residing with two biological cohabiting parents are more 
likely to experience housing and food insecurity and live below federal poverty levels when 
compared with children living with their two biological married parents (Manning & Brown, 
2006). Secondly, not only are children residing in cohabiting residents more likely to be 
“socioeconomically disadvantaged” than children residing with married parents (Brown, 
2010, p. 1067),  but children living in the context of cohabitation are more at-risk to 
experience family turbulence and family instability than children born to married parents 
(Brown, 2010). Osborne and McLanahan (2007) found that 10% of children in cohabiting 
families were more likely to experience 3 or more parental relationship transitions in contrast 
to only about 2% of children born to married parents. This is problematic given the 
relationship between unstable family environments and lower levels of child well-being 
(Brown, 2010; Teachman, 2008).  
As a result, the federal government established the Healthy Marriage Initiative in 
2005, with a mission targeted: “to help couples, who have chosen marriage for themselves, 
gain greater access to marriage education services, on a voluntary basis, where they can 
acquire the skills and knowledge necessary to form and sustain a healthy marriage” (HMI, 
2009). Under the Healthy Marriage Initiative, funds were allocated for research conducted on 
marriage and intervention programs, especially for low-income couples, in which marriage 
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rates are lowest for this subpopulation (HMI, 2009). Taken together, it is important for 
family policy analysts and researchers to understand the underlying mechanisms in relation 
to cohabiting couples, marriage, and parenthood.  
Theoretical Framework 
In response to a call for more research on mechanisms that account for family 
formation transitions, the Financial Expectation and Family theory was proposed to suggest 
an explanation for the lag between parenthood and marriage in cohabiting couples. Gibson-
Davis (2009) proposed the theory to hypothesize why low-income couples delay marriage, 
but not childbearing:  
“low-income parents delay marriage because it is associated with an exalted state of 
emotional and economic preparedness that parents do not feel that they have attained 
(Smock et. al, 2005). In contrast, childbearing is an accepted and expected part of the 
life course and is independent of financial circumstances (Edin & Kefalas, 2005).” (p. 
146-147) 
Gibson-Davis (2009) tested this theory using the Fragile Families and Child Well-
Being Study, a longitudinal, birth-cohort study using an oversampling of cohabiting, 
heterosexual parents (Carlson et al, 2004). However, one limitation of the Financial 
Expectations and Family Formation theory is that it has not been tested extensively. Gibson-
Davis (2009) tested the theory to predict subsequent fertility in low-income unmarried 
women, but, it is unknown if the theory holds for cohabiting men and women who have not 
yet transitioned either to marriage or parenthood. Therefore, the present investigation seeks 
to uncover whether the Financial Expectation and Family Formation theory applies to 
cohabiting couples, not limited to low-income couples or those who are already parents.  
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Literature Review 
Several qualitative studies have explored the link between economic circumstances 
and marriage among cohabiting couples (Gibson-Davis, Edin, & McLanahan, 2005; Smock, 
Manning, & Porter, 2005). Particularly among low-income, cohabiting couples, researchers 
have theorized about the financial “floor” that serves as an indicator in which marriage is a 
practical option for the couple only when financial stability is achieved (Edin & Reed, 2005, 
p.122). This financial premium couples place prior to marriage is consistent with findings 
showing that male partners’ earnings and education are positively related with a union 
transition towards marriage (Smock & Manning, 1997; Brown, 2000). However, in contrast, 
they find that the females’ earnings are not as strongly associated with a union transition 
towards marriage, suggesting that the high financial premium for marriage is largely based 
on the male partners’ economic resources (Smock & Manning, 1997; Brown, 2000). While 
some studies have concluded that the economic well-being of the couple jointly determines 
marital prospects (Gibson-Davis et al., 2005), the difference in findings comparing male to 
female earnings highlights the importance of examining family formation pathways 
separately by gender. Furthermore, family formation patterns also diverge by income and 
education levels (Cherlin, 2010).   
Recent social and demographic trends in marriage rates have illustrated a growing 
“marriage gap” in the American culture. Popenoe and Whitehead’s (2007) research 
characterized the marriage gap by a positive correlation of income and education levels to the 
marriage rate; therefore, couples with a college education are more likely to get married and 
stay married. Musick and colleagues (2012) further highlighted the importance of education 
on marriage prospects by finding that college educated individuals are more likely to seek out 
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and partner with those of similar educational backgrounds. Historically, in the early 20
th
 
century, an individual’s religion was an important characteristic when choosing a romantic 
partner, whereas, an individual’s educational attainment is emerging as greater importance 
(Cherlin, 2010).  
In contrast, the marriage gap is also characterized by a negative correlation of income 
and education levels to the divorce rate, suggesting the college educated couples are less 
likely to divorce as the divorce rate for this group is decreasing (Popenoe & Whitehead, 
2007).   These trends further support the importance of financial security as a precursor to 
transitioning to marriage. In the transition to adulthood, educational attainment, in particular, 
is a key factor that underlies socioeconomic development (Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010) 
and facilitates economic security in romantic relationships.  
 Socioeconomic characteristics are also confounded with parenthood. On average, 
socioeconomically disadvantaged couples are more likely to bear children outside of 
marriage as opposed to their more educated counterparts (Smock & Greenland, 2010). In 
addition, Musick (2007) found that females with a college degree were 95% less likely to 
experience a nonmarital birth when compared to females with a high school degree. Also, 
college educated parents are more likely to raise their children in the context of marriage 
(Musick, Brand, & Davis, 2012; Ellwood & Jencks, 2004).  Moreover, females with a high 
school degree were about half as likely to experience a nonmarital birth when compared to 
females who did not complete high school (Musick, 2007). These findings suggest that the 
separation of marriage and motherhood is also diverging by socioeconomic differentials.  
 Another important distinction in family formation patterns is that these pathways also 
diverge by race and ethnicity.  While the percentage of nonmarital births have increased for 
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all major racial and ethnic groups since the 1990s, (Wildsmith, Steward-Streng, & Manlove, 
2011), large variations are still pronounced. By 2009, 73% of births to black women were 
nonmarital, in contrast to 53% of births to Hispanic women and 29% of births to white 
women (Martin, Hamilton, Ventura, Osterman, Kirmeyer, Mathews, & Wilson, 2011) 
suggesting that children of race and ethnic minorities more commonly experience parental 
cohabitation (Manning & Brown, 2006).  
Research Questions 
Utilizing the Financial Expectations and Family Formation theory, this paper aims at 
addressing the following research questions:  
1) How are male and female partner income and changes in male and female partner 
income associated with transitions to marriage in first cohabiting unions? 
Consistent with the Financial Expectations and Family Formation theory (Gibson-Davis, 
2009), it is hypothesized that increases in male partner earnings will be positively associated 
with a union transition towards marriage, and decreases in male earnings will be negatively 
associated with a union transition towards marriage relative to staying in a cohabiting 
relationship or ending their relationship.  Likewise, it is also hypothesized that increases in 
female partner earnings will be positively associated with a union transition towards 
marriage, and decreases in female earnings will be negatively associated with a union 
transition towards marriage. Further, it is hypothesized that changes in male income will help 
explain more of the association in the couples’ union transition to marriage, than his female 
partner’s income.  
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 Additionally, it is hypothesized that male and female partners with more education 
are more likely to transitions to marriage given the divergence of transitioning to marriage by 
levels of education (Musick, Brand, & Davis, 2012).  
2) How are male and female partner income and changes in male and female partner 
income associated with transitions to parenthood in first cohabiting unions? 
Consistent with the Financial Expectations and Family Formation theory (Gibson-Davis, 
2009), it is hypothesized that changes in male and female partner earnings will have no 
association with a transition towards parenthood. Likewise, it is also hypothesized that ethnic 
minority cohabitors are more likely to transition to parenthood than their counterparts 
provided that research shows that parenthood in the context of cohabitation is more prevalent 
among ethnic minority households (Manning & Brown, 2006). 
Method 
Data 
Secondary data used in the present report come from the National Longitudinal 
Survey of Youth 1997 (NLSY97). The NLSY97, sponsored and directed by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, is a nationally representative birth cohort sample 
of 8,984 individuals born between 1980 and 1984. The first interviews were conducted in 
1997, when the respondents were between the ages of 12 to 16. Follow-up interviews were 
conducted on an annual basis and information up to 2009 was used for the present 
investigation, for a total of twelve interview rounds. This project documents the transition of 
these individuals from school to work and into adulthood. In addition to gathering life history 
and demographic information for the main respondent, they also reported on a variety of 
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information for cohabiting partners. Further information about the NLSY97 is available at 
http://www.bls.gov/nls/nlsy97.htm.  
Procedure 
 The present analyses used respondent and respondent reports about their partners.  
Respondents were limited to individuals who were in a heterosexual relationship with their 
first cohabitating partner (N = 4385) , defined as a sexual relationship in which romantic 
partners of the opposite sex lived together. In addition, the analysis only included 
respondents who entered a first cohabiting union between rounds 1 (between the ages of 12 
to 16)  and 10 (between the ages of 22 to 26; N = 3249) in order to examine the dependent 
variables in later rounds of data. Finally, the analysis only included respondents who knew 
information about their partner’s income (N = 1938). Partners were not followed if they 
ended their relationship with the main respondent, thus the unit of analysis is the main 
respondent and the sample was analyzed by gender. In the present sample, females 
comprised 56% of respondents (N = 1,082) and 44% were male (N = 856). Of the 
respondents, 55% self-identified as white non-Hispanic, 19.5% as black non-Hispanic, 22.5% 
as Hispanic, and 3% as other (including multiethnic). The respondents were asked to identify 
the ethnicity of their partners. Of the partners, 50.1% were identified as white non-Hispanic, 
14.2% as black non-Hispanic, 16.9% as Hispanic, and 18.8% as other (including 
multiethnic). The respondent’s relationship status was assessed each round after their first 
cohabitation began. The sample reveals that the proportions of respondents that married their 
cohabiting partner or ended the relationship were similar, with 42.9% marrying and 40.2% 
ending. Those that continued cohabitation comprised 16.9% of the sample. The sample of 
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respondents also reveals that 55% transitioned to parenthood following their first cohabiting 
union. 
Measures 
Dependent Variables 
This study addressed multiple outcomes of family formation. First, this study 
observed changes in cohabitating relationship status. Second, this study observed the 
transition to parenthood for the respondent and their first cohabiting partner.  
Changes in cohabitating relationship status. The respondent and partner relationship 
status was assessed at each round of interviews after their first cohabitation began. The 
couple’s follow-up relationship status was dummy coded into three categories as: 0) same, 
indicating the couple was still in a cohabiting relationship; 1) breakup, indicating the couple 
had ended their cohabiting union; and 2) marry, indicating the couple transitioned to 
marriage after their first cohabiting union. Couples that remained in their first cohabiting 
union were used as the baseline group in the analysis.  
Parenthood. The couples’ parenthood status was assessed at each round of interviews 
after their first cohabitation began. Parenthood was defined by the respondent having a child 
with their first cohabiting partner. Parenthood responses were coded as: 0) did not have 
children together or 1) had a child with their first cohabiting partner.  
Independent Variables 
Income. Income, or earnings, was measured separately for respondent and partner 
during the first round the main respondent began their first cohabiting union. The 
respondents were asked, “how much income did you receive from wages, salary, 
commissions, or tips from all jobs, before deductions for taxes or for anything else?” The 
13 
respondent’s income was coded as a continuous variable. Respondents who refused to 
answer this question or did not know were asked about their estimated income “Please look 
at this card. Can you tell me the letter of the category that is your best estimate of the amount 
you received last year in wages, salary, commissions and tips?”  The categories that the 
respondents were given include: A) $1 to $5,000;  B) $5,001 to $10,000;  C)$10,001 to 
$25,000;  D) $25,001 to $50,000;  E) $50,001 to $100,000;  F)$100,001 to $250,000;  and  
G) More than $250,000. For our measure of income, the center value of the interval for 
estimating amounts of their own or their partner’s income were used. The respondents were 
also asked to report their partner’s income. Respondent’s either provided a continuous 
variable representing their partner’s income or were asked to estimate their partner’s income 
based on the same categories. Income for the respondent and partner were log transformed to 
help correct for positive skewness. An income difference variable was also constructed that 
subtracted the partner’s log transformed income from the respondent’s log transformed 
income at the round their first cohabiting union began.  
  2
nd
 Year Changes in Income. The main respondent’s income at the round their first 
cohabiting union began was subtracted from their income two years after their first 
cohabiting union began to observe positive or negative changes in income since the time they 
started cohabiting. Changes in income could only be computed for the main respondent 
because partners that end their cohabitation relationship with the main respondent were not 
followed in future rounds of the study.  
Household poverty level. Household poverty level for the respondent and partner was 
measured in the same round the respondents began their first cohabitation. These reports 
were based on the main respondent. The NLSY97 constructed that household poverty level 
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which was calculated based on the total household income divided by the poverty threshold 
indicator relative to the family’s household size. The total household income and the family’s 
household size were continuous data.   
Education at First Cohabitation. The respondent reported their own and their 
partner’s highest level of education completed at the round they began their cohabiting 
relationship. Over the course of the study in 2003 and 2004, the categories and responses for 
different levels of education changed. Respondents were asked about their highest degree 
received. In order to compare respondent’s and partner’s education levels and to construct 
education across all rounds of data collection, the following responses were categorized and 
dummy coded as: 1) less than high school education; 2) high school diploma and GED; 3) 
associate’s degree; 4) bachelor’s degree; 5) master’s degree or 6) PhD or professional degree. 
An education difference variable was constructed that subtracted the partner’s education 
from the respondent’s level of education at first cohabitation.  
Age at First Cohabitation. A continuous variable was constructed to document the 
respondent’s age at their first cohabitation. Respondent’s also reported their partner’s age at 
the round of their first cohabitation. An age difference variable was also computed that 
subtracted the partner’s age at first cohabitation from the respondent’s age at first 
cohabitation.   
Ethnicity. Respondent ethnicity was assessed at the first round of interviews and 
respondent’s reported on their partner’s ethnicity in the round of interviews their first 
cohabiting relationship began. Over the course of the study, the categories and responses 
changed throughout the study. An ethnicity variable for the respondent and the partner was 
constructed to be consistent throughout all rounds of data collection and to compare the 
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respondent and their partner. The respondent’s and partner’s ethnicity was dummy coded in 
the following categories: 0) White, non-Hispanic; 1) African American, non-Hispanic; 2) 
Hispanic; and 3) Others, including respondents who identified as being multiethnic.  
Relationship Status. The couple’s relationship status after their first cohabiting union 
began was a predictor only for the transition to parenthood model (see also the second 
research question). The relationship status was dummy coded as: 0) stay cohabiting with their 
first partner, 1) ended their first cohabiting union, or 2) married their first cohabiting partner. 
Couples that stayed cohabiting with their first cohabiting partner were the baseline group for 
the analysis.  
Analytic Plan 
Data were analyzed in multiple steps using SPSS and STATA. First, descriptive 
statistics, including means and standard deviations are provided in Table 1 for the study 
sample. Next, to account for missing data, the multiple imputation (MI) method was used in 
STATA. The MI method is recognized in the scientific community as a preferred method for 
handling missing data that works by creating multiple datasets that only vary in estimates for 
the missing values, with statistical analyses ran separately for each constructed dataset, and 
then combined to form a dataset with the pooled estimates (Johnson & Young, 2011).  Given 
the theoretical importance of knowing which partner’s characteristics would predict 
transitions in the romantic relationship and towards parenthood, the sample was separated 
and analyses were run  separately for  male and females. The models were also weighted 
using NLSY97 constructed population-based survey sampling weights and run separately for 
each research question.  
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Research Question 1: How are income and changes in income associated with transitions to 
marriage in first cohabiting unions?  
To answer the first research question on the cohabiting couples’ transition towards 
marriage, multinomial logistic regressions were used.  Table 2 contains the results of the 
multinomial logistic regression predicting changes in the first cohabiting relationship. 
Respondent relationship change was analyzed in terms of couples that married and the 
couples that ended their first cohabiting relationship relative to the couples that remained in 
their first cohabiting relationship. For the ethnicity predictor variables, Black, non-Hispanic; 
Hispanic; and Other respondents were compared to White, non-Hispanic participants.  
The predictors of change versus continuation of first cohabiting relationships were 
respondent’s birth year, respondent’s age at first cohabitation, respondent’s education level at 
first cohabitation, respondent’s ethnicity, respondent’s logged income, changes in 
respondent’s logged income,  household poverty level, partner’s ethnicity, partner’s logged 
income, age difference between respondent and their partner, education difference between  
respondent and their partner, and an income difference between respondent and their partner.  
Research Question 2: How are income and changes in income associated with transitions to 
parenthood in first cohabiting unions?  
To answer the second research question on the cohabiting couples’ transition towards 
parenthood, binary logistic regressions were used. Table 3 contains the results of binary 
logistic regression predicting transitions towards parenthood followed by first cohabiting 
unions. For the ethnicity predictor variables, Black, non-Hispanic; Hispanic; and Other 
respondents were compared to White, non-Hispanic participants. For the relationship status 
predictor variables, respondents that ended their first cohabiting union and respondents that 
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married after entering their first cohabiting union, were relative to respondents that stayed 
cohabiting with their first cohabiting partner.  
The predictors of parenthood succeeded by first cohabiting unions were respondent’s 
birth year, respondent’s age at first cohabitation, respondent’s education level at first 
cohabitation, respondent’s ethnicity, respondent’s logged income, changes in respondent’s 
logged income,  household poverty level, partner’s ethnicity, partner’s logged income, an age 
difference between the respondent and their partner, an education difference between the 
respondent and their partner, an income difference between the respondent and their partner, 
and whether or not their first cohabiting union with their partner resulted in a break-up or 
marriage.  
Results 
Changes in Relationship Status for Males 
First, results were considered for males that ended their first cohabiting union in 
contrast to males that stayed in their cohabiting union. Each increase in male respondent’s 
age at first cohabitation was significantly associated with lower odds of ending their first 
cohabiting relationship (B = -0.28, e 
B
 =0.75, p < .001).. A few female partner characteristics 
were also marginally associated with ending relative to staying in a first cohabiting union. 
For example, having a female partner whose ethnicity was identified as other, including 
multiethnic, compared to having a female partner who were identified as white, non-
Hispanic, was marginally associated with greater odds of ending their first cohabiting 
relationship (B = 0.64, e 
B
 =1.90, p < .10). In addition, a one unit increase in female partner’s 
income (logged) was marginally associated with greater odd of ending their first cohabiting 
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relationship (B = 0.06, e 
B
 =1.06, p < .10) compared to male respondents that continued 
cohabiting with their first cohabiting partner. 
Next, results are presented for males that married their first cohabiting partner in 
contrast to males that continued cohabiting with their first cohabiting partner. Several key 
independent variables predicted a transition towards marriage. First, increases in male 
respondent’s income (logged) was associated with greater odds of marrying their first 
cohabiting partner (B = 0.40, e 
B
 =1.49, p < .01). Moreover, male respondents whose change 
in income (logged) increased, measured two years after beginning their first cohabiting 
relationship, were associated with greater odds of marrying their first cohabiting partner (B = 
0.43, e 
B
 =1.54, p < .01) In addition to the male respondent, increases in their female 
partner’s income (logged) was associated with greater odds of marrying their first cohabiting 
partner (B = 0.09, e 
B
 =1.10, p < .01). 
For male respondents, each increase in their age at first cohabitation was associated 
with lower odds of marrying their first cohabiting partner (B = -0.17, e 
B
 =0.85, p < .05). In 
addition, black, non-Hispanic male respondents compared to white, non-Hispanic male 
respondents were marginally associated with lower odds of marrying their first cohabiting 
partner (B = -0.76, e 
B
 =0.47, p < .10).  
Changes in Relationship Status for Females 
First, results will be provided for females that ended their first cohabiting union in 
contrast to females that stayed in their cohabiting union. Each increase in birth year was 
associated with lower odds of ending their first cohabiting union (B = -0.03, e 
B
 =0.97, p < 
.001). Likewise, for female respondents, each increase in their age at first cohabitation was 
associated with lower odds of ending their first cohabiting relationship (B = -0.32, e 
B
 =0.73, 
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p < .001). Moreover, black, non-Hispanic female respondents compared to white, non-
Hispanic female respondents were marginally associated with greater odds of ending their 
first cohabiting relationship (B = 0.91, e 
B
 =2.49, p < .10). 
Next, results are presented for females that marry their first cohabiting partner 
relative to females that stayed cohabiting with their first cohabiting partner. One of the key 
independent variables, income, predicted transitioning to marriage with their first cohabiting 
partner. Increases in male partner’s income (logged) was marginally associated with a greater 
odd of marrying their first cohabiting partner (B = 0.07, e 
B
 =1.07, p < .10) in contrast to 
female respondents that continued cohabiting with their first cohabiting partner. 
For females who continued cohabitating with their first cohabiting partner, each 
increase in birth year was associated with lower odds of marrying their first cohabiting 
partner (B = -0.04, e 
B
 =0.96, p < .001). Additionally, for female respondents, each increase 
in their age at first cohabitation was associated with lower odds of marrying their first 
cohabiting partner (B = -0.23, e 
B
 =0.80, p < .01). 
For females who continued cohabitating with their first cohabiting partner, male 
partner ethnicity variables also predicted change in their relationship status. For example, 
having a black, non-Hispanic male partner compared to having a white, non-Hispanic male 
partner was marginally associated with lower odds of marrying their first cohabiting partner 
(B = -0.88, e 
B
 =0.41, p < .10). Also, having an other minority ethnicity, including 
multiethnic, male partner relative to having a white, non-Hispanic male partner was 
marginally associated with lower odds of marrying their first cohabiting partner (B = -61, e 
B
 
=0.54, p < .05). Next, results will be discussed separately by males and females for the 
second research question.  
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Transition to Parenthood for Males 
 Changes in  relationship status following their first cohabiting union were strong 
predictors in the transition to parenthood for male respondents. Males who ended their 
relationship with their first cohabiting female partner were associated with lower odds (B = -
1.17, e 
B
 =0.31, p < .001) of transitioning to parenthood following their first cohabiting union 
relative to males who stayed cohabiting with their first cohabiting partner. In contrast, males 
who married their first cohabiting female partner were associated with greater odds (B = 
0.78, e 
B
 =2.18, p < .01) of transitioning to parenthood following their first cohabiting union 
relative to males who stayed cohabiting with their first cohabiting partner. 
For male respondents, each increase in years of education completed at first 
cohabitation was associated with lower odds (B = -0.42, e 
B
 =0.66, p < .05) of transitioning to 
parenthood following their first cohabiting union. Also, increases in the age difference 
between male respondents and their female partner were marginally associated with greater 
odds (B = 0.05, e 
B
 =1.05, p < .10) of transitioning to parenthood following their first 
cohabiting union.  
Furthermore, ethnicity predictors were also linked to the transition to parenthood. For 
instance, black, non-Hispanic male respondents relative to white, non-Hispanic male 
respondents were associated with greater odds (B = 0.92, e 
B
 =2.51, p < .01) of transitioning 
to parenthood following their first cohabiting union. Hispanic male respondents relative to 
white, non-Hispanic male respondents were associated with greater odds (B = 0.90, e 
B
 
=2.47, p < .01) of transitioning to parenthood following their first cohabiting union. Other 
ethnic minority male respondents, including multiethnic relative to white, non-Hispanic male 
21 
respondents were associated with greater odds (B = 1.49, e 
B
 =4.43, p < .05) of transitioning 
to parenthood following their first cohabiting union.  
Transition to Parenthood for Females 
 Changes in  relationship status following their first cohabiting union were strong 
predictors in the transition to parenthood for female respondents. Females who ended their 
relationship with their first cohabiting male partner were associated with lower odds (B = -
0.77, e 
B
 =0.46, p < .001) of transitioning to parenthood following their first cohabiting union 
relative to females who stayed cohabiting with their first cohabiting partner. In contrast, 
females who married their first cohabiting male partner were associated with greater odds (B 
= 1.12, e 
B
 =3.06, p < .001) of transitioning to parenthood following their first cohabiting 
union relative to females who stayed cohabiting with their first cohabiting partner. 
For female respondents, each increase in years of education completed at first 
cohabitation was associated with lower odds (B = -0.50, e 
B
 =0.60, p < .01) of transitioning to 
parenthood following their first cohabiting union. Several ethnicity variables were also 
linked. For example, black, non-Hispanic female respondents relative to white, non-Hispanic 
female respondents were associated with greater odds (B = 0.71, e 
B
 =2.04, p < .05) of 
transitioning to parenthood following their first cohabiting union. Similarly, having a black, 
non-Hispanic male partner relative to having a white, non-Hispanic male partner was 
marginally associated with greater odds (B = 0.61, e 
B
 =1.85, p < .10) of transitioning to 
parenthood following their first cohabiting union. Next, having a Hispanic male partner 
relative to having a white, non-Hispanic male partner was associated with greater odds (B = 
0.31, e 
B
 =2.67, p < .01) of transitioning to parenthood following their first cohabiting union. 
Finally, having a male partner who identifies as some other ethnic minority, including 
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multiethnic relative to having a white, non-Hispanic male partner was marginally associated 
with lower odds (B = -0.39, e 
B
 =0.68, p < .10) of transitioning to parenthood following their 
first cohabiting union.  
Discussion 
 An important principle of the Financial Expectation and Family Formation theory is 
that marriage and fertility family formation decisions are not made jointly  because they have 
different expectations and purposes. American marriages represent the couple’s expectation 
to have a healthy, stable, and secure relationship in terms of both relationship and economic 
security (Gibson-Davis, 2009; Gibson-Davis et al., 2005; Smock et al., 2005). In contrast, 
parenthood is more likely to be viewed as a normative transition in the life course, providing 
meaning to people’s lives, and not determined by economic security (Gibson-Davis, 2009; 
Edin & Kefalas, 2005).  
 The present report aimed to test the Financial Expectation and Family Formation 
theory on a subsample of individuals establishing their first cohabiting unions. By measuring 
respondent and partner incomes at the beginning of their first cohabiting relationship and a 
change in income two years after the first cohabiting union began, the results supported the 
hypothesis. Additionally, separating the sample and running the models separately for males 
and females provides more explanatory power for findings related to gender. A key finding 
demonstrated that controlling for respondent and partner levels of income when they began 
cohabiting, , a 1 logged unit change in male respondent income was associated with 54% 
greater odds of marrying relative to cohabiting, but was not predictive of transitioning to 
parenthood with their first cohabiting partner. For males, not only was their own income and 
change in their income associated with a relationship transition to marriage, but their females 
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partner’s income measured at first cohabitation was also associated with marriage. However 
in the female model, their own income and change in their income were not related to 
changes in their relationship status, but their male partner’s income at first cohabitation was 
marginally associated with transitioning to marriage relative to cohabiting. These findings 
support that while transition to marriage from cohabitation is influenced jointly by both 
partners (Gibson-Davis et al., 2005), it is the change in the male partner’s income that is 
more correlated with marriage odds and cohabiting couples are sensitive to changes in their 
economic circumstances over the duration of their relationship (Gibson-Davis, 2009).  
 In addition to important findings regarding income, there were also pronounced 
findings regarding ethnicity. Respondents and partners who identified as black, non-Hispanic 
or other, including multiethnic, were more likely to end their relationship and less likely to 
marry their first cohabiting partner relative to white respondents and partners who remained 
in a cohabiting relationship. These findings suggest that race and ethnic minorities are more 
sensitive to changes in their cohabiting relationship (either more likely to break up and less 
likely to marry) relative to white couples that remain cohabiting.  In contrast, all race and 
ethnic minorities were more likely to transition to parenthood with their first cohabiting 
partner relative to the white cohabiting couples. This is consistent with previous research that 
concludes race and ethnic minority adulthoods are more likely to transition to parenthood in 
the context of cohabitation (Manning & Brown, 2006).  
 A final interesting finding regarding the transitions to parenthood was how this 
behavior was significantly related to changes in the cohabitors relationship status. Cohabitors 
who married their first cohabiting partner were more likely to have a child with their partner 
whereas cohabitors who ended their relationship with their first cohabiting partner were less 
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likely to transition to parenthood with them. This finding is paradoxical to the premise of the 
Financial Expectation and Family Formation theory which assumes that marriage and 
fertility decisions are not joint behaviors. The present study demonstrated that these family 
formation behaviors are jointly related to the transition to parenthood in young cohabiting 
adults, which can be explained by a societal expectation for mother’s and father’s to be 
involved in their child’s life or coparenting.  
Limitations 
This study poses specific limitations to testing the Financial Expectation and Family 
Formation theory. First, the data is survey self-reported  by the main respondent in the study, 
therefore it does not demonstrate a causal relationship between the independent and 
dependent variables. Second, the data is taken from main respondent reports and main 
respondent reports for their romantic partner, thus is  prone to inaccuracies. For example, 
respondent’s report on their partner’s characteristics may provide incorrect estimates. In 
addition, due to the sample design, partners that end their first cohabiting relationship are not 
followed thus, the change in income variable could only be computed for the respondent. It 
should also be noted that the birth cohort sample is relatively young. The subsample was 
limited to respondents that began cohabiting in round 1 (between the ages of 12 to 16) and 
round 10 (between the ages of 22 to 26). By 2009, the median first age of marriage was 28.4 
for men and 26.5 for women (Elliott & Simmons, 2011). In comparison, the median first age 
for parenthood is close to 25.0 years for women (Mathews & Hamilton, 2009). Thus, some 
respondents in our sample may just not have had enough time to transition to marriage or 
parenthood. Moreover, this should be considered when interpreting the relationship between 
cohort birth year and age at first cohabitation to the dependent variables. While the findings 
25 
suggest age as an important influence, researchers should be cautious that the sample is 
young to draw strong conclusions from those specific results.  
Future Directions and Implications 
 Financial circumstances are an important construct to assess when testing the 
Financial Expectation and Family Formation theory. While levels of income for cohabiting 
partners and change in income after the cohabiting relationship began have been examined in 
the original article testing the theory, there are several other markers of financial 
circumstances that should be considered. For example, a measure of economic pressure 
might be more meaningful compared to income, changes in income, and even a household 
poverty level. Economic pressure can be an important measure of financial circumstances 
because it taps into various psychological dimensions of financial hardships such as not 
having enough money to make ends meet, pay bills, or not being able to afford basic 
essentials such as food, clothing, and medical care (Conger and Conger, 2002). These 
economic strains give meaning to hardships (Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010; Conger & 
Donnellan, 2007) in ways that may be more closely related to financial barriers than just 
measuring income and changes in income alone.  
 In addition to future work examining different dimensions of financial circumstances, 
there are other measurement and research issues that could be improved. One of the 
challenges of examining age at transitions in relationship status and parenthood is the age of 
the sample. This particular sample is comprised of young adults and future work should test 
this theory on an older population. Furthermore, future work should not rely solely on self-
reports from a single respondent to avoid potential bias in measurement reports.  
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Nevertheless, this study does have strong implications for researchers and family 
policy. It is important to note that cohabiting couples are sensitive to changes in their 
financial circumstances and male economic contributions are particularly important. This has 
immediate implications given the downward economy and large unemployment rates among 
males. As such, the results of this study could be used to advise policy programs for families. 
Researchers could examine income thresholds that postpone or encourage marriage and 
parenthood among cohabiting couples. Particular attention should be given to looking at 
ways to help cohabiting couples endure financial changes over the duration of their 
relationship and also promote asset development in families. In addition, this study adds to 
the literature on the separation of marriage and parenthood and gives possible explanations 
for those life course transitions and pathways to family formation.  
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Cohabitating Couples 
 
Study variables M SD Minimum Maximum 
Respondent predictors     
Age at first cohabitation 20.31 2.08 14.00 25.00 
Education at first cohabitation 2.52 1.09 1.00 6.00 
Income (logged) 7.20 3.71 0.00 11.30 
2yr Change in income (logged) 1.73 3.16 -10.13 11.63 
HH Inc. in terms of Poverty level 2.73 3.17 0.01 26.27 
Partner predictors     
Age at first cohabitation 22.33 4.26 14.00 50.00 
Education at first cohabitation 1.98 0.63 1.00 6.00 
Income (logged) 6.51 4.36 0.00 12.74 
Couple predictors     
    Age difference -1.89 1.03 -28.58 6.75 
Education difference 0.61 1.03 -4.00 4.00 
Income difference (logged) -0.38 8.12 -12.62 11.30 
  
 
 
3
1
 
Table 2.Multinomial Logistic Regressions Predicting Relationship Changes Relative to Continuation of First Cohabiting Relationships (N=1938) 
Predictors 
Male Respondents (n=856) Female Respondents (n=1,082) 
Broke up Married Broke up Married 
B SE B OR B SE B OR B SE B OR B SE B OR 
Respondent predictors             
Cohort birth year -0.008 0.007 0.992 -0.001 0.007 0.999 -0.033 0.006 0.968
***
 -0.039 0.006 0.962
***
 
Age at first cohabitation -0.282 0.071 0.754
***
 -0.166 0.069 0.847
*
 -0.317 0.076 0.728
***
 -0.230 0.077 0.795
**
 
Education at first cohabitation 0.118 0.238 1.125 0.281 0.229 1.324 -0.062 0.216 0.940 0.126 0.224 1.134 
Ethnicity (White omitted)             
   Black, non-Hispanic 0.330 0.361 1.391 -0.764 0.387 0.466
†
 0.913 0.455 2.492
†
 0.027 0.486 1.027 
   Hispanic -0.218 0.336 0.804 -0.308 0.339 0.735 -0.094 0.302 0.910 -0.458 0.294 0.633 
   Others (includes multiethnic) 0.538 0.705 1.713 0.117 0.691 1.124 0.461 0.573 1.586 0.074 0.595 1.077 
Income (logged) 0.044 0.096 1.045 0.397 0.128 1.487
**
 -0.065 0.105 0.937 -0.024 0.128 0.976 
2yr Change in income (logged) 0.069 0.091 1.071 0.431 0.125 1.539
**
 -0.067 0.104 0.935 -0.042 0.129 0.959 
HH Inc. in terms of Poverty lvl -0.004 0.031 0.996 -0.058 0.040 0.944 0.029 0.030 1.029 0.025 0.032 1.025 
Partner predictors             
Ethnicity (White omitted)             
   Black, non-Hispanic -0.041 0.426 0.960 0.130 0.461 1.139 -0.723 0.484 0.485 -0.884 0.522 0.413
†
 
   Hispanic 0.123 0.378 1.131 0.044 0.375 1.045 -0.212 0.368 0.809 0.183 0.347 1.201 
   Others (includes multiethnic) 0.640 0.328 1.896
†
 0.387 0.340 1.473 -0.313 0.294 0.731 -0.612 0.302 0.542
*
 
Income (logged) 0.058 0.034 1.060
†
 0.094 0.033 1.099
**
 0.054 0.040 1.055 0.069 0.040 1.071
†
 
Couple predictors (R – Partner)             
Age difference 0.033 0.037 1.034 -0.031 0.033 0.969 0.011 0.029 1.011 -0.025 0.029 0.975 
Education difference -0.079 0.221 0.924 0.454 0.215 1.575 0.220 0.209 1.246 0.118 0.217 1.125 
Income difference -0.006 0.022 0.994 0.764 0.021 2.147 -0.011 0.023 0.989 -0.028 0.022 0.972 
Note: OR = Odds Ratio. † p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 3. Logistic Regressions Predicting Parenthood Following First Cohabiting Unions (N=1823) 
 
Predictors 
Male Respondents (n =856) Female Respondents (n=1082) 
B SE B  OR B SE B  OR 
Respondent predictors         
Cohort birth year  -0.003 0.005  0.997 -0.004 0.005  0.996 
Age at first cohabitation  -0.042 0.054  0.959 -0.074 0.050  0.929 
Education at first cohabitation  -0.418 0.164  0.658
*
 -0.501 0.154  0.606
**
 
Ethnicity (White omitted)         
   Black, non-Hispanic 0.919 0.298  2.507
**
 0.712 0.327  2.038
*
 
   Hispanic 0.902 0.271  2.465
**
 0.386 0.232  1.471 
   Others (includes multiethnic) 1.488 0.573  4.428
*
 -0.358 0.396  0.699 
Income (logged) -0.019 0.087  0.981 -0.113 0.080  0.893 
Change in income (logged) 0.018 0.085  1.018 -0.094 0.082  0.910 
Household Poverty Level -0.028 0.029  0.972 -0.034 0.023  0.967 
Partner predictors         
Ethnicity (White omitted)         
   Black, non-Hispanic 0.001 0.361  1.001 0.613 0.349  1.846
†
 
   Hispanic -0.069 0.291  0.933 0.978 0.309  2.659
**
 
   Others (includes multiethnic) -0.343 0.251  0.710 -0.386 0.215  0.680
†
 
Income (logged) 0.004 0.025  1.004 -0.000 0.030  1.000 
Couple predictors (R – Partner)         
Age difference 0.049 0.027  1.050
†
 0.014 0.022  1.014 
Education difference 0.152 0.157  1.164 0.234 0.143  1.264 
Income difference -0.008 0.015  0.992 -0.022 0.016  0.978 
Relationship status (cohab omitted)         
Broke-up  -1.171 0.231  0.310
***
 -0.769 0.214  0.463
***
 
Married 0.781 0.236  2.184
**
 1.119 0.217  3.062
***
 
  Note: OR = Odds Ratio. † p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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CHAPTER 3. THE EFFECTS OF SES, PARENTING, AND PERSONALITY ON AGE 
AT FIRST PARTNERSHIP 
A paper to be submitted to The Journal of Family Psychology 
Jennifer M. Senia, Tricia K. Neppl, and Clinton G. Gudmunson 
Abstract 
This study examined continuities in socioeconomic status across two generations (G1, 
G2) directly and as mediated through G1 parenting, G2 personality, and G2 age of first 
romantic partnership. Participants were 334 emerging adults from an ongoing longitudinal 
study  on the transition to adulthood. Consistent with the interactionist model, the results 
indicated that G1 SES was associated with G2 personality indirectly through G1 parenting. 
G1 parenting was also indirectly associated with G2 age at partnership through G2 
personality. G1 SES and G2 first partnership directly predicted G2 SES. Findings were 
consistent across each personality superfactor: positive emotionality, negative emotionality, 
and constraint.  
Introduction 
In the social sciences, there is a considerable amount of scientific interest spent on 
studying dimensions of socioeconomic status (SES).  It is no wonder given that markers of 
SES (e.g. occupational prestige, educational achievement, and income) often encompass an 
individual’s and family’s relative social standing and economic position in society (Conger, 
Conger, Martin, 2010; Crosnoe and Cavanagh, 2010; Conger & Donnellan, 2007; Bornstein 
and Bradley, 2003). Theoretical and empirical evidence consistently finds an interaction 
among the family of origin’s SES, individual differences, human development, and family 
processes across generations (Conger, Conger, Martin, 2010; Conger & Donnellan, 2007) 
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and that socioeconomic disadvantage in particular has negative consequences on healthy 
child development (Scaramella, Neppl, Ontai, & Conger, 2008; Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 
1997). 
Two theories, the social causation and social selection perspectives, examine the 
relationship between economic hardship and human development. The social causation 
perspective posits that social and economic circumstances in the family of origin (Generation 
1, G1),  account for developmental outcomes in the lives of their children (Generation 2, G2; 
Conger & Donnellan, 2007).  On the other hand, the social selection perspective posits that 
individual differences and characteristics of individuals will account for social, economic, 
and other developmental outcomes (Conger & Donnellan, 2007).  Taken together, the 
interactionist model incorporates both the social causation and social selection perspectives 
into one model. While the interactionist model considers dynamics from each perspective, 
little research has considered a test of this model using longitudinal data. Additionally, 
researchers could expand empirical evidence of this theory by testing for new mediating 
pathways in support of the interactionist model (Conger, Conger, Martin, 2010).  
In response to the call for more research in this area, Trentacosta and colleagues 
(2010) tested the interactionist model by examining relationships between SES in the target 
youth’s family of origin (Generation 1, G1), the target youth’s (Generation 2, G2) personality 
during late adolescent, his or her age of entry into parenthood, the target adult’s SES, and his 
or her parenting toward their toddler-age child (Generation 3, G3). An important strength of 
this study was it use of cross-generational data to test the interactionist model. However, 
Trentacosta and colleagues (2010) did not incorporate family of origin (G1) parenting as a 
prospective predictor of individual differences in the target youth’s (G2) developmental 
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outcomes. Furthermore, the target adult’s age at first romantic partnership is an important 
mediator to consider in the continuity of SES across generations. 
Therefore the aim of this study was to examine continuities in socioeconomic status 
across two generations as mediated through G1 parenting, G2 personality, and G2 age of first 
partnership (see Figure 1). The social causation perspective, represented by solid lines in 
Figure 1, hypothesizes that G1 SES directly influences G1 parenting, G2 personality, G2 age 
at first partnership, and G2 SES. In addition, the social causation perspective accounts for the 
direct influence of G1 parenting on G2 personality, G2 age at first partnership, and G2 SES. 
In contrast, the social selection perspective, represented by dashed lines in Figure 1, 
hypothesizes that G2 personality directly influences G2 age at first partnership and G2 SES. 
In addition, the social selection perspective accounts for the direct influence of G2 age at first 
partnership on G2 SES. Consistent with the interactionist model which incorporates both 
social causation and social selection perspectives, this study expands Trentacosta’s and 
colleagues (2010) research by examining G1 parenting as a prospective predictor of age at 
first partnership in its relationship to SES across two generations.  
Literature Review 
SES, G1 Parenting, and G2 SES 
Much of the empirical and theoretical literature on socioeconomic status posits that 
family of origin SES affects second generation developmental outcomes primarily through its 
influence on G1 parenting (Conger & Donnellan, 2007). In particular, socioeconomic 
disadvantage disrupts healthy family processes (i.e., parenting) primarily through the 
economic pressures that financial hardship creates. Economic pressures are psychological 
measurements of SES (Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010) that tap into various dimensions of 
36 
 
financial hardship including unmet material needs such as adequate food and clothing, the 
inability to pay bills or make ends meet, and having to cut back on necessary expenses 
(Conger & Conger, 2002).  Collectively, these economic pressures generate emotional 
distress in parents which spills over into their parenting practices (Nelson, O’Brien, 
Blankson, Calkins, & Keane, 2009; Conger, Wallace, Sun, Simons, McLody, and Brody, 
2002). Moreover, studies have demonstrated a direct relationship between SES and parenting 
practices. Specifically, low SES has been linked to harsher parenting behaviors and  
children’s externalizing problems (Neppl, Conger, Scaramella, & Ontai, 2009; Conger & 
Conger, 2002) as well as less competent social and cognitive functioning (Conger, Conger, & 
Martin, 2010).   
In contrast, parents with more socioeconomic resources demonstrate positive and 
supportive parenting behaviors. Specifically, these families have the ability to make 
investments in the development of their children absent of facing economic pressures that 
most low SES parents face (Conger, Conger, Martin, 2010; Duncan & Magnuson, 2003; 
Linver at al., 2002). These parenting behaviors have been linked to many beneficial 
outcomes in children such as social, emotional, and cognitive well-being (Conger, Conger, 
Martin, 2010; Bradley & Corwyn, 2002). Furthermore, Sobolewski and Amato (2005) 
demonstrated that the effects of SES in the family-of-origin persist even into adulthood and 
can affect financial, educational, and occupational success across generations. This empirical 
and theoretical evidence supports the social causation perspective  which suggests that family 
of origin (G1) SES has a major influence on family relationships, such as positive or harsh 
parenting practices, and on various social, cognitive, and psychological developmental 
outcomes in the second generation (G2; Conger & Donnellan, 2007).  
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G2 Personality, G2 Age at First Partnership, and G2 SES 
 The social selection perspective argues that individual traits and characteristics are 
important predictors of socioeconomic development (Conger & Donnellan, 2007).  
Specifically, personality has been linked to socioeconomic development in the transition to 
adulthood even after controlling for G1 SES (Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010; Donnellan, 
Conger, McAdams, & Neppl, 2009). Consistent with Trentacosta and colleagues work,  
these studies examined three broad personality traits were measured from the 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (MPQ; Harkness, Tellegen, and Waller, 1995). 
 Positive emotionality (PEM), negative emotionality (NEM) , and constraint (CN) are 
three “superfactors” that tap into different dimensions of psychological development in ways 
that have theoretical, conceptual, and empirical ties to the Big Five traits (Trentacosta et al., 
2010; Clark & Watson, 2008; Harkness et al., 1995; Church, 1995; & Belsky, 1984). Positive 
emotionality is related to social closeness,  interpersonal connectedness, and extraverts who 
are engaged with their environment. Negative emotionality is related to aggression and many 
negative emotions such as anger and anxiety. Constraint is related to risk avoidance, careful 
planning, and control (Neppl, Donnellan, Scaramella, Widaman, Spilman, Ontai, & Conger, 
2010; Trentacosta et al., 2010; Clark & Watson, 2008). Collectively, these personality traits 
can predict the quality of romantic relationships and parenting (Conger, Conger, Martin, 
2010; Donnellan et al., 2009) and presumably the age at first romantic partnership.  
 For instance, individuals with high positive emotionality and classified as extraverts 
are thought to form social relationships early because they are often more likely to spend 
time with others, thus creating more opportunities to form romantic partnerships (Asendorph 
& Wilpers, 1998). In contrast, Caspi, Elder, and Bem (1988) found that shy boys were more 
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likely to delay entry into both romantic partnerships and also into stable educational and 
occupational stability, suggesting that gender may also be a driving force in the development 
of romantic partnerships and socioeconomic development in adulthood. Furthermore, 
Roberts, Caspi, and Moffitt (2003) speculate that in the transition to adulthood, individuals 
will increase in traits associated with PEM and CN but also decrease in traits associated with 
NEM, as possible genetic mechanisms that facilitate life transitions such as creating a family 
or pursuing a career.  
 Moreover evidence also suggests that G2 personality influences G2 SES. Consistent 
with earlier research, Schofield, Martin, Conger, Donnellan, Neppl, and Conger (2011) found 
that G2 personality directly predicted less economic pressure and greater G2 SES. This 
suggests that G2 personality can be an enduring characteristic leading to socioeconomic 
development in the transition to adulthood. Taken together, the evidence suggests that G2 
personality traits predict G2 age at first partnership and G2 SES, which is consistent with the 
social selection perspective. Therefore, this study incorporated aspects of the interactionist 
model to make predictions about interactions among the family of origin’s socioeconomic 
status, family processes, and developmental outcomes across generations (Conger, Conger, 
Martin, 2010; Conger & Donnellan, 2007).  
Method 
Participants and Procedures 
 Data used in the present report came from the Family Transitions Project (FTP), an 
ongoing 22-year study that recruited 559 target adolescents and their families. The FTP 
began as a continuation of two existing studies that were originally designed to assess the 
impact of family economic stress during the farm crisis in Iowa in the late 1980s: The Iowa 
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Youth and Families Project (IYFP) and the Iowa Single Parent Project (ISSP). The IYFP 
began in 1989, and recruited 451 families by selecting two-parent households (451 mothers; 
M age = 38, 451 fathers; M age=40) with a target adolescent in seventh grade (M age = 12.7 
years; 236 girls, 215 boys) who also had a sibling within 4 years of age (217 girls, 234 boys) 
of the target adolescent. Of all of the eligible families, 78% agreed to participate in the study 
during annual assessments from 1989 to 1992.  
 The ISPP began in 1991, and recruited 108 families by selecting single-parent 
households (108 mothers) with a target adolescent in ninth grade (M age = 14.8 years) who 
also had a sibling within 4 years of age of the target adolescent Telephone screeners 
identified families headed by a single mother who had experienced divorce within two years 
prior to the start of the study and all but three of the eligible families agreed to participate 
during annual assessments from 1991 to 1993.    
Because of the rural nature of both samples, and due to the underlying demographics 
of rural Iowa during the late 1980s, all IYFP participants were Caucasian (with minority 
families accounting for less than 1% of those eight counties at the time of recruitment). The 
IYFP families were primarily lower middle- or middle-class having median family incomes 
of $33,700 and parents averaged 13 years of completed schooling in 1989. The participating 
IYFP families ranged in household size from 4 to 13 members, with an average size of 4.94 
members. The IYFP families were recruited from eight rural counties in Iowa with 54% of 
families residing in communities with fewer than 6,500 residents, 34% of families residing 
on farms, and 12% lived in nonfarm rural areas. The ISPP families were also Caucasian, 
primarily lower middle- or middle-class, and lived in the same eight rural counties as the 
IYFP families. The measures and procedures of data collection for the IYFP and ISPP studies 
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were identical, with the exception that ISPP fathers did not participate in in-home interviews. 
In 1994, the families from the IYFP and ISPP studies were combined to create the FTP. At 
the time, the target adolescents from both studies were in the 12
th
 grade.  
Throughout the years of the study G1s and G2s participated in annual interviews with 
a range of measures, including participant-report and trained field interviewers visited each 
family annually to videotape interactions among family members (see also Conger & 
Conger, 2002). In the 1994 annual assessment, the target adolescents (G2) participated in the 
study with their parents (G1). In the 1995 annual assessment, each G2 target (1 year after 
completing high school) participated with a romantic partner or friend in the study. Starting 
in the 1997 annual assessment, the oldest biological child (G3) of the target (G2) was 
recruited into the study.  
The present report examines G2 target participants that entered into marriage or lived 
with their romantic partner in a marriage-like relationship from 1991 through 2005 (N = 
432). In 2012, the G2 targets mean age was 35.  
Measures 
SES. The G1 SES latent construct was created using G1 family’s per capita income 
and education as separate latent indicators. G1 mothers and fathers reported family per capita 
income in 1991 and 1992 (G2 age 15 and 16 years respectively). The mean family per capita 
income across waves was used for the G1 SES latent construct and also was divided by 1,000 
for the ease of analysis and interpretation in this study. G1 mothers and fathers also reported 
their highest grade of completed schooling at the 1991 and 1992 assessments. Their response 
was coded from kindergarten (0) to education beyond a master’s degree (20) and the 
mother’s and father’s responses were combined and averaged across the  two assessments. 
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The G2 SES latent construct was also created using family per capita income and education 
as separate latent indicators.  G2 Targets reported their family’s per capita income in 2007 
when they were 31 years old. The G2 education indicator reflects when Target’s reported 
their number of years of education completed also in 2007.  
G1 parenting.  G1 parenting was assessed in 1991, 1992, and 1994 (when  G2 Targets 
were 15, 16, and 18 respectively) using the Iowa Family Interaction Rating Scales (IFIRS; 
Melby & Conger, 2001; Melby et al., 1998). Observers rated G1 mother’s positive and harsh 
parenting toward the target youth (G2) during the adolescent family interaction task. Parents 
and the target youth were given cards that had questions related to subjects such as school 
activities, family rules, parental discipline,  and the cards were labeled to be read specifically 
by the parent or the target youth. The card reader (parent or target youth) was instructed to 
read the card and give their answer first before family members gave their individual 
answers. All family members then talked together about the answers that were given and 
once they felt they had said everything they wanted to convey for each question, they would 
move on to another card. The adolescent family interaction task was designed to elicit both 
negative and positive interactions between family members. A total of six observer ratings 
were used to assess the G1 parenting valence construct, with high scores indicating high 
positivity and low negativity or hostility. Communication, listener responsiveness, and 
assertive behavior were the three positive parenting items. Communication was rated by the 
G1 mothers ability to use solicitation, explanation, and reason of the G2 adolescent’s point of 
view in a neutral or positive manner. Listener responsiveness was rated by the G1 mothers 
use of nonverbal or verbal cues that captures validation, and attending to the G2 adolescent. 
Assertive behavior was rated by the G1 mothers’ style and manner to present information to 
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their G2 adolescent positively and confidently, while demonstrating patience with their G2 
adolescent’s responses. G1 positive parenting scores were observed in 1991, 1992, and 1994 
(when the G2 Targets were 15, 16, and 18 respectively), and scores were averaged across 
data collection. The observational ratings were internally consistent (α = .88), and interrater 
reliability was acceptable (α =.87). In contrast, hostility, antisocial behavior, and angry 
coerciveness were the three harsh parenting items that represent the opposite end of a 
parenting continuum. Hostility was rated by G1 mothers’ rejecting, critical, angry, 
disapproving, and/or hostile behavior to their G2 target adolescent. Antisocial behavior was 
rated by the G1 mothers’ display of socially irresponsible behavior such as insensitivity, 
resistance, or defiance to the G2 target adolescent. Angry coerciveness was rated by G1’s 
attempt to exert or control the behavior of their G2 target adolescent in a hostile manner and 
may have included the use of threats, demands, refusals, or other hostile demands. G1 harsh 
parenting scores were also observed in 1991, 1992, and 1994 , and scores were averaged 
across data collection. The observational ratings showed internally consistency (α = .92), and 
interrater reliability was demonstrated to be acceptable (α =.94). Because G2 targets in this 
sample come from two-parent and single-mother families, only the G1 mother’s behaviors 
were utilized in this analysis. 
The positive-valence parenting items and reverse-coded harsh parenting items were 
combined to assess positive observed G1 mother and G2  adolescent interactions on a 9-point 
scale ranging from low (no evidence of the behavior) to high (the behavior is highly 
characteristic of the parent). Valence indicator one combined communication and reverse-
coded hostility (M = 5.76; SD = 1.26). Valence indicator two combined listener 
responsiveness and reverse-coded antisocial behavior (M = 5.57; SD = 1.16). Valence three 
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combined assertive behavior and reverse-coded angry coerciveness (M = 5.94; SD = 1.59). 
The method was modeled after Spilman, Neppl, Donnellan, Schofield, and Conger (in press) 
who also used two sets of parenting variables to create a continuum representing positive 
behaviors. 
G2 personality. G1 mothers rated their G2 target’s personality in 1994 (when G2 was 
18) utilizing a 33-item informant report version of the Multidimensional Personality 
Questionnaire (MPQ; Harkness, Tellegen, & Waller, 1995). The MPQ constructs measure 
three broad personality traits: positive emotionality (PEM), negative emotionality (NEM), 
and constraint (CN). Each personality trait demonstrated relatively high Pearson correlations 
(r = -.51, p < .001, PEM to NEM; r = .45, p < .001, PEM to CN; and r = -.60, p < .001, NEM 
to CN).  
G2 age at first partnership. Age at first partnership was recorded as the first time G2 
was married or living with their romantic partner in a marriage-like relationship. A time-
shifted dataset was utilized for this analysis such that G2 romantic relationship was measured 
the first wave G2 participated in the study with a spouse or cohabitating partner (n = 432).  
The assessment point for G2 romantic relationship ranged from 1995 to 2005. 
Analytic Plan 
Data were analyzed in multiple steps using SPSS and Amos 5.0 full information 
maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation procedures (Arbuckle, 2003). First descriptive 
statistics and correlation analyses were explored. Next structural equation models (SEMs) 
were utilized to test the study hypotheses. Age at first partnership was examined as a 
manifest variable, while multiple observed indicators were used to create G1 SES, G1 
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parenting, G2 personality, and G2 SES latent constructs. G1 marital status and G2 gender 
were tested as control variables. 
Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the variables. In this sample, the mean 
age at first partnership was 22.86 (range  = 17 – 30). It should also be noted that the G1 mean 
per capita income included negative values because some families had net farm income, 
which was negative.  
Table 2 provides correlational analyses for the latent constructs. It is important to 
notice how strongly some of the latent constructs are correlated to one another. For instance 
G1 SES and G2 SES are strongly correlated (r =.62, p < .01). The personality superfactors 
were also strongly correlated to one another with ranges from (r = -.76 - .67).  The models 
were estimated with and without the control variables (G1 marital status and G2 gender) and 
given that findings were essentially the same, the final results presented were estimated 
without the control variables in the models. Next, we present the findings from SEMs that 
were run separately for each personality superfactor: PEM, NEM, and CN.  
Positive Emotionality 
The full model shown in Figure 1 examined the hypothesis that G1 SES and G1 
parenting would be associated with G2 positive emotionality, that that G2 positive 
emotionality would be associated with G2 Age at First Partnership and G2 SES. The model 
for positive emotionality demonstrated adequate  fit, χ2 (43) = 89.65, p < .000, RMSEA = 
.05, CFI = .95. All factor loadings were statistically significant (p < .01). For the G1 SES 
construct, standardized loadings were .73 for education and .30 for per capita income. For the 
G2 SES construct, standardized loadings were .78 for education and .49 for per capita 
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income. Standardized loadings were for the G1 parenting construct ranged from .48 to .74. 
Standardized loadings for the G2 personality construct ranged from .51 to .81.  Standardized 
loadings are also consistent with Trentacosta’s and colleagues work (Trentacosta et al., 
2010). All correlations between latent constructs were statistically significant and in the 
expected direction except for the nonsignificant path from G1 parenting to G2 Age at First 
Partnership and the nonsignificant path from G1 parenting to G2 SES (see Table 2).   
 As shown in Table 3, many direct paths in the SEM model were significant for G2 
positive emotionality (PEM). G1 SES  was significantly associated with  G2 SES (β=.49, p < 
.01), G1 parenting (β=.27, p < .01), G2 PEM (β=.28, p < .01), and G2 Age at First 
Partnership (β=.15, p < .10). The paths from G1 parenting to G2 PEM, G2 Age at First 
Partnership, and G2 SES were nonsignificant. G2 PEM had a direct positive  relationship 
with G2 SES (β=.41, p < .001), but the path was nonsignificant from G2 PEM to G2 age at 
first partnership. Finally, G2 age at first partnership  was significantly related to G2 SES 
(β=.28, p < .001). 
Negative Emotionality 
The full model shown in Figure 1 examined the hypothesis that G1 SES and G1 
parenting would be associated with G2 negative emotionality, that that G2 negative 
emotionality would be associated with G2 Age at First Partnership and G2 SES. The model 
for negative emotionality demonstrated good fit, χ2 (33) = 37.13, p = .28, RMSEA = .02, CFI 
= .99. All factor loadings were statistically significant (p < .01). For the G1 SES construct, 
standardized loadings were .70 for education and .31 for per capita income. For the G2 SES 
construct, standardized loadings were .72 for education and .53 for per capita income. 
Standardized loadings for the G1 parenting construct ranged from .48 to .73. Standardized 
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loadings for the G2 personality construct ranged from .66 to .83. Standardized loadings are 
also consistent with Trentacosta’s and colleagues work (Trentacosta et al., 2010). All 
correlations between latent constructs were statistically significant and in the expected 
direction except for the nonsignificant path from G1 parenting to G2 Age at First Partnership 
and the nonsignificant path from G1 parenting to G2 SES (see Table 2).   
As shown in Table 3, many direct paths in the SEM model were significant for G2 
negative emotionality (NEM). G1 SES was significantly associated with G2 SES (β=.52, p < 
.01),  G1 parenting (β=.27, p < .01), and  G2 age at first partnership (β=.15, p < .10). The 
path from G1 SES to G2 NEM was nonsignificant (β=-.14, p =.12) but was trending in the 
right direction. The paths from G1 parenting to G2 PEM, G2 Age at First Partnership, and 
G2 SES were nonsignificant. G2 NEM had a direct negative relationship with G2 SES (β=-
.37, p < .001) and G2 age at first partnership (β=-.16, p < .01). Last, G2 age at first 
partnership was significantly related to G2 SES (β=.27, p < .001). 
Constraint 
The full model shown in Figure 1 examined the hypothesis that G1 SES and G1 
parenting would be associated with G2 constraint, that that G2 constraint would be associated 
with G2 Age at First Partnership and G2 SES. The model for constraint demonstrated good 
fit, χ2 (33) = 34.62, p = .39, RMSEA = .01, CFI = .99. All factor loadings were statistically 
significant (p < .01). For the G1 SES construct, standardized loadings were .74 for education 
and .30 for per capita income. For the G2 SES construct, standardized loadings were .79 for 
education and .48 for per capita income. Standardized loadings for the G1 parenting 
construct ranged from .48 to .74. Standardized loadings for the G2 personality construct 
ranged from .46 to .81.  Standardized loadings are also consistent with Trentacosta’s and 
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colleagues work (Trentacosta et al., 2010). All correlations between latent constructs were 
statistically significant and in the expected direction except for the nonsignificant path from 
G1 parenting to G2 Age at First Partnership and the nonsignificant path from G1 parenting to 
G2 SES (see Table 2).   
As shown in Table 3, many direct paths in the SEM model were significant for G2 
constraint (CN). G1 SES was significantly associated with G2 SES (β=.54, p < .01),  G1 
parenting (β=.27, p < .01),  G2 CN (β=.24, p < .05). The direct path from G1 SES to G2 Age 
at First Partnership was nonsignificant (β=.13, p = .10) but trending in the right direction. In 
addition, the paths from G1 parenting to G2 PEM, G2 Age at First Partnership, and G2 SES 
were nonsignificant. G2 CN had direct positive relationship with G2 SES (β=.27, p < .001) 
and G2 age at first partnership (β=.15, p < .05). Last, G2 age at first partnership was 
significantly associated with G2 SES (β=.26, p < .001). 
Discussion 
The findings confirm the interactionist model of human development (Conger & 
Donnellan, 2007) and successfully extend Trentacosta’s and colleagues (2010) work by 
incorporating G1 parenting as a prospective predictor of G2 personality, G2 age at first 
partnership, and G2 SES. Consistent with the study hypotheses, G1 SES, G2 personality, and 
G2 age at first partnership were directly related to G2 SES. Specifically, G2 age of entry into 
a romantic partnership was associated with the continuity of SES across generations, with 
later entry suggesting higher SES. This is supported with previous research that suggests that 
higher SES in the family of origin delays transition to romantic partnerships provided that 
higher G1 SES and positive G1 parenting facilitates material demands and additional 
resources for higher educational attainments pursuits ( Melby, Conger, Fang, Wickrama, & 
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Conger, 2008), which in turn is an important indicator of socioeconomic development in 
young adulthood (Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010).  
Next, the findings also suggest that  G2 personality may indirectly influence G2 SES 
through the role of in adjustment during emerging adulthood. That is, positive emotionality, 
lower levels of negative emotionality, and constraint predicted later entry into G2 partnership 
and higher G2 SES. These findings were consistent across each personality superfactor (see 
Table 3). It is interesting to note that G2 PEM was not directly related to age at partnership 
(but statistically significantly correlated), although NEM and CN were related. This could be 
explained by that fact that individuals with high levels of positive emotionality do not feel 
the need to enter into an early romantic partnership because they know they can form 
partnership more easily than individuals who may score high on negative emotionality 
(Asendorph & Wilpers, 1998). Future research will be required to fully assess this 
unexpected finding. 
A final interesting finding was the nonsignificant association between G1 parenting to 
G2 personality, G1 parenting to G2 SES, and G1 parenting to G2 age at first partnership. 
While the SEM showed nonsignificant pathways between these constructs, G1 parenting was 
statistically significantly correlated to G2 personality. Future research should investigate 
other G1 characteristics such as G1 personality to further test the interactionist model.   
Limitations 
 This study poses specific limitations. The homogeneous ethnic, geographic, and age 
characteristics of the sample limit the ability to generalize results to a wider geographic and 
ethnically diverse sample in a broader age spectrum. However, the theoretical premises that 
underlie the social causation and social selection perspectives have generalized to other 
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samples (Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010). The analyses were limited to individuals in the 
study that formed a romantic partnership and since the study is ongoing, there could be more 
interesting findings if replicated later when  participants are in their 40s and 50s.).  
Future Directions and Implications 
Future work should address the methodological issues of the study by testing this 
theory on a more ethnic and geographically diverse sample. The social selection perspective 
may need to be tested by incorporating G1 personality as a prospective influence on G2 
socioeconomic outcomes. Even though future directions are needed to explain the 
interactionist model, what is clear is that these findings demonstrate the longitudinal effects 
of socioeconomic status in the family of origin to later developmental outcomes in second 
generation adults. That is, individual’s own socioeconomic development is sensitive to 
socioeconomic composition in their family of origin. Thus the timing and duration of 
exposure to economic hardship in childhood can have a significant influence on 
socioeconomic development in adulthood. Such research can be informative in programs that 
work directly with low-income families to explore ways to improve economic conditions in 
the family of origin. Furthermore, this study adds to the literature and helps to understand 
how parenting, personality, and age at first romantic partnerships can be enduring resources 
to socioeconomic development in adulthood.  This research could help inform 
interventionists and therapists in working with individuals and families to weather financial 
difficulties. 
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Table 1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Range of Scores for Study Variables 
Variable N Minimum Maximum  M SD 
G1 SES      
G1 per capita income 414 -58500.00 48518.75 8646.74 7289.07 
   G1 years of education 414 9.50 19.25 13.41 1.60 
G1 Parenting  413 0.00 8.67 5.76 1.02 
G2 Personality      
G2 PEM 386 4.25 15.00 10.63 1.79 
G2 NEM 386 3.00 12.67 7.12 2.03 
G2 CN 386 4.67 15.00 10.13 1.89 
G2 Age at First Partnership 432 17 30 22.86 2.861 
G2 SES      
G2 per capita income 375 0.00 173350.00 27996.9616 22532.95 
G2 highest level of education 377 1 8 4.95 1.56 
Note. G1 = Generation 1; G2 = Generation 2; PEM = positive emotionality; NEM = negative emotionality;  
CN = constraint 
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Table 2: Correlations for Latent Constructs 
 G1 SES G1 Parenting G2 PEM G2 NEM G2 CN G2 AFP G2 SES 
1. G1 SES        
2. G1 Parenting  .26*       
3. G2 PEM  .25*  .17*      
4. G2 NEM -.16† -.12† -.76***     
5. G2 CN  .26*   .17*  .67*** -.67***    
6. G2 Age at First 
Partnership 
 .17†  .06  .12* -.19** .19**   
7. G2 SES  .62**  .11  .52*** -.47*** .44*** .41***  
Note. G1 = Generation 1; G2 = Generation 2; PEM = positive emotionality; NEM = negative emotionality; CN = constraint; 
AFP = Age at First Partnership. 
†p < .10.  *p < .05.  **p<.01 ***p < .000 
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Table 3: Standardized Coefficients for Direct Paths in the Models of G1 SES, G1 Parenting, G2 Personality, and G2 Age at First 
Partnership as Predictors of G2 SES   
Direct paths from Figure 1 Positive emotionality Negative emotionality Constraint 
G1 SES to G1 Parenting  .27(2.67)
**
   .27(2.61)
**
 .27(2.68)
**
 
G1 SES to G2 Personality (PEM, NEM, CON)  .28(2.69)
**
 -.14(-1.57)  .24(2.47)
*
 
G1 SES to G2 AFP  .15(1.81) 
†
  .15(1.85) † .13(1.64)  
G1 SES to G2 SES  .49(2.66)
**
  .52(2.78)
**
 .54(2.69)
**
 
G1 parenting to G2 personality  .11(1.45) -.09(-1.16)  .08(1.08)  
G1 parenting to G2 AFP  .01(0.08)   -.00(-0.03)  .00(0.04)  
G1 parenting to G2 SES -.11(-1.42)  -.10(-1.14)  -.09(-1.13)  
G2 personality to G2 AFP  .07(1.07)  -.16(-2.73)
**
 .15(2.44)
*
 
G2 personality to G2 SES  .41(4.71)
***
 -.37(-4.92)
***
 .27(3.33)
***
 
G2 AFP to G2 SES  .28(4.78)
***
  .27(4.22)
***
 .26(4.32)
***
 
Note. Standard errors appear in parentheses. G1 = Generation 1; G2 = Generation 2; PEM = positive emotionality; 
NEM = negative emotionality; CN = constraint; AFP = Age at First Partnership. 
†p < .10.  *p < .05.  **p<.01 ***p < .000 
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
G1 SES
G1 Parenting
G2 Personality
(PEM, NEM, CN)
G2 Age at First 
Partnership
G2 SES
Social causation:                 Social selection:
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CHAPTER 4. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 
General Discussion 
Two longitudinal studies were used to examine transactions between dimensions of 
socioeconomic status, family processes, and family formation patterns. Chapter 2 examined 
changes in relationship status and transitions to parenthood in first cohabiting couples that 
were associated with levels of income and changes in income during cohabiting 
relationships. Chapter 3 examined the transmission of socioeconomic status across two 
generations as mediated by G1 parenting, G2 personality, and G2 at first partnership. Results 
for each will be briefly discussed.  
The first study (Chapter 2) was guided by the Financial Expectation and Family 
Formation theory. This aim of this theory is to explain that low-income couples delay 
transition to marriage because of the high financial premium they feel necessary as a 
prerequisite to marriage, while the transition to parenthood is not driven by financial 
circumstances (Gibson-Davis, 2009; Gibson-Davis et al, 2005). 
To test the Financial Expectation and Family Formation theory it was hypothesized 
that increases in income at first cohabitation, particularly male income, will be positively 
related to transitioning to marriage relative to remaining in a cohabiting union. Alternatively, 
it was hypothesized that income and increases in income will not have an effect on the 
transition to parenthood in first cohabiting unions.  
Key findings from this study support the theory that a one logged unit change in male 
respondent income was associated with 54% greater odds of marrying relative to cohabiting, 
but was not predictive of transitioning to parenthood with a first cohabiting partner. 
Additionally, female levels of income at first cohabitation were also related to greater odds of 
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marrying, however changes in their income during the cohabiting relationship was not 
predictive of changes in relationship status. These findings support that while transitions to 
marriage from cohabitation is influenced jointly by both partners (Gibson-Davis et al., 2005), 
it is changes in the male partner’s income that are strongly linked to greater marriage odds 
suggesting that cohabiting couples are sensitive to changes in the male partner income 
(Gibson-Davis, 2009).  
In addition to important findings regarding income, there were also pronounced 
findings regarding ethnicity. Respondents and partners who identified as black, non-Hispanic 
or other ethnic minorities, including multiethnic, were linked to greater odds of ending their 
relationship and lower odds of  marrying their first cohabiting partner relative to white 
respondents and partners who remained in a cohabiting relationship. In contrast, ethnic 
minorities had greater odds of transitioning to parenthood with their first cohabiting partner 
relative to the white cohabiting couples. Taken together, these findings have greater 
implications for future research suggesting the complexity of cohabitation, race and ethnicity, 
and financial circumstances in the context of cohabitation. 
The second study (Chapter 3) was guided by the interactionist model which 
incorporates both the social causation and social selection  perspectives to examine 
exchanges between the family of origin’s socioeconomic status, family processes, and 
developmental outcomes across generations (Conger, Conger, Martin, 2010; Conger & 
Donnellan, 2007).  
To test the interactionist model, it was hypothesized that family of origin (G1) SES 
will positively influence G1 parenting, G2 age at first partnership,  and continuities of SES  
to the second generation (G2), which is consistent with the social causation perspective 
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Additionally it was hypothesized that G2 personality will influence G2 age at first 
partnership and later SES, which is consistent with the social selection perspective (Conger 
& Donnellan, 2007; Trentacosta et al, 2010). 
Key findings from this study support the interactionist  model given that G1 SES, G2 
personality, and G2 age at first partnership were directly related to G2 SES, as predicted by 
the social causation perspective. The findings also suggest that G2 personality may indirectly 
influence G2 SES  during emerging adulthood. That is, positive emotionality, lower levels of 
negative emotionality, and constraint predicted later entry into G2 partnership and higher 
SES, as predicted by the social selection perspective. Taken together, this study  used  the 
interactionist model to provide practical implications for future research. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 A consistent finding across both studies is that individuals are sensitive to changes in 
their socioeconomic circumstances.. Furthermore, the socioeconomic environment of the 
family of origin has important consequences for second generation socioeconomic 
development and similarly the financial circumstances of adults has direct consequences for 
their own family relationships and family formation transitions. More work is needed to look 
at the timing and duration of exposure to the family of origin socioeconomic environment 
and also explore how certain characteristics and family processes (e.g. education, parenting, 
personality, etc.) may be enduring resources that help individuals and families weather 
economic and financial difficulties.   
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APPENDIX A. Table of Latent Indicators for Study 2.  
 G1 SES G1 Parenting G2 PEM G2 NEM G2 CN G2 
AFP 
G2 SES 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
G1 SES                   
1. G1 per capita 
income 
                  
2. G1 education .22**                  
G1 Parenting                   
3. Valence 1 -.01 .14**                 
4. Valence 2 .03 .16** .54**                
5. Valence 3 -.03 .13* .35** .35**               
G2 PEM                   
6. Wellbeing .07 .15** .04 .09 .09              
7. Social Potency .09 .16** .07 .12* .12* .39**             
8. Achievement .06 .22** .03 .06 .06 .64** .39**            
9. Social Closeness .07 .04 .07 .08 .08 .42** .50** .30**           
G2 NEM                   
10. Stress Reaction .01 -.02 .02 -.01 -.01 -.58** -.12* -.26** -.17**          
11. Aggression -.10 -.11* -.02 -.01 -.01 -.46** .03 -.33** -.24** .48**         
12. Alientation -.11* -.09 -.07 -.05 -.05 -.61** -.13** -.38** -.28** .61** .54**        
G2 CN                   
13. Control .06 .14** .06 -.04 -.04 .44** .03 .59** .12* -.29** -.47** -.43**       
14. Traditionalism .08 .16** .08 .09 .09 .57** .05 .53** .25** -.32** -.54** -.48** .65**      
15. Harm Avoidance .06 .10 .02 -.01 -.01 .08 -.26** .06 -.02 -.08 -.40** -.21** .38** .38**     
16. G2 AFP .04 .13** .06 .02 .02 .13* .00 .08 .07 -.16** -.17** -.12** .14** .17** .06    
G2 SES                   
17. G2 per capita 
income 
.10 .19** -.04 -.01 -.01 .22** .14** .21** .08 -.20** -.18** -.22** .16** .15** .04 .24**   
18. G2 education .17 .42** .07 .10 .10 .33** .20** .38** .14** -.22** -.26** -.28** .32** .27** .12* .28** .38**  
Note. PEM = positive emotionality; NEM = negative emotionality; CN = constraint; AFP = Age at First Partnership. 
*p < .05.  **p<.01 ***p < .000 
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APPENDIX B. IRB FOR CHAPTER 2
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APPENDIX C. IRB FOR CHAPTER 3
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